NOBEL
offers/' I exclaimed. " Do you mean to assert that they are all
bad ? "
" Results prove them to be so," answered Avenir; and in sup-
port of his contention Avenir begins with the criticism of hereditary
absolutionist monarchy. This criticism was fairly facile; his
objections to constitutional monarchy are more interesting.
" It is in the highest degree illogical, for a king without power
is a lamentable figure. The whole country adores a person whose
functions are more or less those of an automaton. Either, as in
most cases, he is a complete nonentity, and then it is not easy to
see what purpose he serves, or he has a will of his own and the
desire for power, in which case he must necessarily direct his
energies to the abolition of a form of government which degrades
him almost to the level of an animal. In such a country it is
parliament—we may as well call it the talking shop—that governs.
Their main business is to talk, and in certain countries to collect
bribes. The representatives of the people therefore are mainly
recruited from the ranks of lawyers and other such parasites.
Properly considered, a real constitutional monarchy is nothing but
a republic in disguise, the only distinction being that a hereditary
nonentity instead of an elected one is at the helm.'*
" You also consider the republican form of government to be
bad," I remarked.
" Not in theory," said Avenir, " but as actually carried out in
practice. Its two great faults consist in the fact that the president
has too little power, and that his method of election is an unreason-
able one."
" But if you give him more power," I argued, " he becomes an
autocrat, so why should you depart from the magnificent principle
of a hereditary monarchy, having unlimited power ? "
" As between the two," Avenir replied, " there is the important
distinction of an examination. The qualifications of a candidate
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